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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is in response to Applicant's amendment and arguments filed on 4/7/2008. 
Claims 1, 9, and 17 are amended. Claims 1-18 are presented for further examination. 

2. This action is a final rejection. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant argues that Lerner fails to disclose redirecting a user from a second website to 
a first website based on reading the cookie on a user's computer. In Applicant's view, Lerner 
merely teaches comparing information in the cookie with the information in the API library. 
This argument has been carefully considered but is not persuasive. While Lerner does disclose 
comparing cookie information with the information in the API library, this comparison is done 
so as to determine whether the user should be redirected to the current user agreement website. 

As described by the previous examiner, the previous citations to Lerner describe upon a 
positive determination to the comparison function, the user is not presented with the user for 
viewing again. That is, instead of being directed to the user agreement web site, the user is 
redirected to the interactive application website. The other citation of column 12, lines 40-54 
further describe the role of the cookie in this redirection process. Therefore, Applicant's 
argument with respect to the independent claims are not considered persuasive. Applicant's 
additional arguments with respect to claims 1-18 have been considered but are moot in view of 
the new ground(s) of rejection necessitated by Applicant's amendment. 
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It is noted however that in reviewing Applicant's specification the examiner noticed 
certain functionality that if included in the independent claims would distinguish over the cited 
prior art references. Specifically, on page 13, lines 6-13, the specification describes that the user 
has acquired or purchased the good or service from the first website. This functionality is absent 
from the claims which only specify redirecting the user to a first website. In examiner's view, 
this functionality is important because it further defines the role of the first website in Applicant's 
invention. Amending the claims to additionally recite that the user purchases or acquires the 
good or service from the first website and that the first website places the cookie on the user's 
computer would clearly overcome the cited prior art references. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-6, 9-14, 17, and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lerner (U.S. Patent Number 6,954,799), in view of Vange et al, U.S Patent No. 7.143.195 
["Vange"], in view of Roberts et al, U.S. Patent No. 6.101.486 ["Roberts"]. 



5. 



Vange was cited the previous examiner in the PTO-892 filed on 12.28.2006. 
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6. Some claims will be discussed together. Those claims which are essentially the same 
except that they set forth the claimed invention as a system or a computer program product are 
rejected under the same rationale applied to the described claim. 

7. Lerner disclosed a method for integrating web based applications with each other and 
with other centralized applications to provide a single sign-on approach for distributed web sites. 
Lerner expressly disclosed providing, by the second web site, a URL where the URL specifies a 
program on the second web site. Lerner also expressly disclosed reading, by the program, a 
cookie that is located on the user's computer. However, Lerner did not expressly disclose (1) 
reading the cookie through a wireless link nor does Lerner disclose (2) the user who possesses 
the product or service is not shown any updated offers of the product or service. 

Connecting a client computer through a wireless link was extremely well known at the 
time of Applicant's invention. For example, Vange disclosed storing a cookie on a mobile 
computer [abstract : storing a cookie on a client device | column 4 «lines 41-56» where : a client 
device is a handheld that establishes wireless connections through a WAP]. Vange also teaches 
reading the cookie that was located on the client device [column 1 1 «lines 22-25»]. Thus, this 
teaching, in combination with Vange 's teachings that a client device can be implemented as a 
handheld computer with wireless connections, disclose the claimed limitation of reading a cookie 
located in the user's computer through a wireless link. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have adapted Lerner's 
method for redirecting user's to include Vange's teachings of a handheld computer that wirelessly 
links to the web sites. The benefits of wireless connections are extremely well known including 
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providing a user the ability to connect to the Internet from remote locations where physical 
connections are not present. Thus, one would have been motivated to modify Lerner to satisfy 
the need of providing wireless capability to Lerner's redirection invention. 

As to the second missing limitation, Roberts discloses a system for gathering customer 
information when the customer accesses a website location. Roberts further discloses identifying 
a customer through the use of a cookie [column 5 «lines 16-24»], and upon identifying the user, 
determining the user's previous purchases and currently owned goods [column 6 «lines 44-52»]. 
Upon this determination, the user is not shown any updated offers of the product or service 
[column 6 «lines 52-54»: disclosing that the user is not shown any information or advertisement 
for previously purchased products]. 

Roberts discloses that the benefit of this feature is that it prevents information that would 
be of "little use" from being shown to the customer since he already owns the product. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have incorporated this feature into 
Lerner's teachings. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to have modified 
Lerner so as to prevent duplicate information such as updated offers from being shown to the 
customer. 

8. Thereby, the combination of Lerner, Vange, and Roberts disclosed: 
• <Claims 1, 9, and 17> 

A method for redirecting a user from a second Web site to a first Web site, 
comprising the steps of: 
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(1) providing, by the second Web site, a URL offering a product or service to the 
user, said URL specifying a program on the second Web site (column 11, lines 3-9); 

(2) reading, by said program, a cookie located in the user's computer in response 
to the user activating said URL (column 11, lines 9-14); 

(3) providing a positive determination when an inquiry by said program, from 
said cookie as to whether the user already possesses said product or service is true 
(column 11, lines 32-37); 

(4) redirecting, by said program, the user to the first Web site when the 
determination of step (3) is positive determination, wherein the first Web site is specified 
by said cookie (column 11, lines 32-37); and 

(5) offering, by the second Web site, to supply said product or service to the user 
when the determination of step (3) is negative (column 11, lines 14-18); 

whereby the user who already possesses said product or service will not receive 
duplicate offers to supply said product or service from multiple Web sites (column 1 1 , 
lines 32-37), 

whereby the user who already possesses said product or service is not shown any 
updated offers of the product or service [column 6 «lines 52-54»: disclosing that the user 
is not shown any information or advertisement for previously purchased products]. 
• <Claims2, 10, and 18> 

The method of claim 1, wherein said providing of step (1) comprises at least one 
of the following steps of: sending an e-mail including a link to said URL to the user; 
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providing a Web page including a link to said URL to the user (column 11, lines 3-9); 
and providing a computer program including a link to said URL to the user. 

• <Claims 3 and 11> 

The method of claim 2, wherein said activating of step (2) comprises at least one 
of the steps of: clicking a link to said URL on a Web page (column 11, lines 7-9); 
clicking a link to said URL in an e-mail; and executing a computer program that activates 
a link to said URL. 

• <Claims 4 and 12> 

The method of claim 1, further comprising a step of: placing, by the first Web 
site, said cookie the user's computer in response to the user registering with the first Web 
site for said product or service, said cookie including the URL of the first Web site 
(column 11, lines 27-31). 

• <Claims 5 and 13> 

The method of claim 1, wherein said program is a server side program (figure 4, 
item 402). 

• <Claims 6 and 14> 

The method of claim 5, wherein said program is at least one of the following: a 
CGI script; a Java servlet (column 6, lines 15-19); a PHP script; and a Perl script. 
Since all the limitations of the invention as set forth in claims 1-6, 9-14, 17, and 18 were 
disclosed by Lerner and Vange, claims 1-6, 9-14, 17, and 18 are rejected. 
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9. Claims 7, 8, 15, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lerner, Vange, and Roberts as applied above, in view of the applicant's admitted prior art, 
hereinafter referred to as APA. 

10. Lerner as modified by Vange disclosed a method for integrating web based applications 
with each other and with other centralized applications to provide a single sign-on approach for 
distributed web sites. Lerner's system as modified by Vange provides the program functionality 
that reads the user's cookie on the server side of the system. Thus, concerning claims 7, 8, 15, 
and 16, Lerner as modified by Vange does not explicitly state this program functionality at the 
client side. However, client side program functionality enabled to read a user's cookie was well 
known in the art at the time of the applicant's invention. This is evidenced by APA, wherein the 
applicant states "ActiveX controls and Java applets used to access the file system were well- 
known to those reasonably skilled in the art at the time of the present invention." See page 34, 
lines 1-7 of the appeal brief filed 6/3/2005. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to modify the system of Lerner by adding 
the ability for the program to be a client side program that is downloaded from the second Web 
site as provided by APA. 

1 1 . Thereby, the combination of Lerner, Vange and APA discloses: 
• <Claims 7 and 15> 

The method of claim 1 , wherein said program is a client side program that is 
downloaded from the second Web site (APA as discussed above). 
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• <Claims 8 and 16> 

The method of claim 7, wherein said program is at least one of the following: a 
Java applet; a Java script; and an Active X control (APA as discussed above). 
Since the combination of Lerner and APA discloses all of the above limitations, claims 7, 8, 15, 
and 16 are rejected. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DOHM CHANKONG whose telephone number is (571)272- 
3942. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday [8:30 AM to 4:30 PM]. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bunjob Jaroenchonwanit can be reached on 571 .272.3913. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Dohm Chankong/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2152 



/Jeffrey Pwu/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2146 



